I. Introduction
In recent years discussions of the purpose of John's Gospel have largely ignored John 20:30-31. The purpose of the Fourth Gospel has been delineated largely on premises other and broader than this explicit contribution to the theme within the canonical text. For most, these larger premises revolve around the location of the Johannine community and its opponents within the trajectories of developing Christianity, a task best accomplished by detailed study of the book as a whole, especially redaction-critical study. One cannot help thinking of the detailed historical reconstructions advanced by Raymond Brown. 1 In such studies, John 20:31 plays only a small role; for the textual and exegetical uncertainties in the verse (which I shall mention in a moment) afford the interpreter enough room to maneuver and shape the verse's interpretation in a fashion consistent with his or her broader thesis, established on other grounds.
For a small but growing number of scholars, the question of the Fourth Gospel's historical purpose has been displaced by the relatively ahistorical concerns of structuralism or of narrative theology: one thinks of essays in Semeia or of the stimulating book by R. A. Culpepper, where the Fourth Gospel is assessed as a work of art or as an autonomous text but not in terms ofthat text's place in the history of Christianity. 2 In such work John 20:31 may have a role to play as an aid to the interpreter's grasp of John's themes or language, but not as a contribution to an assessment of the author's purpose in writing the Gospel in the first place. Only a very small minority of scholars a present subjunctive, that is not support for his own preferred position. Perhaps it should also be pointed out that most of Riesenfeld's examples in support of the position that John commonly prefers the present subjunctive after tvoc come from 1 John. The evidence in the Fourth Gospel itself is much more ambiguous. 6 Appeal to the first epistle will bear little weight with those who detect different authors behind John and 1 John; equally, such evidence will bear little weight with those who argue that the purpose of John is evangelistic whereas the purpose of 1 John is to address the immediate concerns of the church. Indeed, that Riesenfeld has had to resort to the epistle for so much of his evidence might even be taken as prima facie evidence against his thesis.
(2) X. Leon-Dufour has suggested that the first ινα-clause be rendered "believe that Jesus the Messiah, is the Son of God." 7 But C. K. Barrett rightly points out that the word order does not encourage such a rendering.
8 Only D and W attest a different word order, and these two witnesses fail to agree.
(3) Those who hold that the Fourth Gospel is primarily an evangelistic writing aimed at Jewish nonbelievers are disposed to see in "Son of God" a synonym for "Christ" or "Messiah." Those who think that the book was addressed to Gentile nonbelievers or to the church see in "Son of God" a somewhat different title (Brown calls it "a more profound meaning," 9 which I think is simply a way of blessing his own judgment). Regardless of whether "Son of God" is more or less synonymous with "Messiah," however, the crucial question addressed by this paper receives no certain response from decisions made about the meaning of "Son of God." This is best seen by showing that there is no necessary connection between one's opinion on the Son-of-God question and one's opinion on the readers of this Gospel. For instance, even 6 The aorist subjunctive characterizes the solid majority of verbs after ίνα in the (1) The subject is that word or cluster that agrees in person and number with the personal ending of the verb. That is, of course, true for all verbs (except where there is breach of concord), and not just for είναι.
(2) The word or word cluster with head term in the nominative case is the subject. Once again, of course, this is true for all verbs, except where the verb takes on the form of an infinitive, in which instance the "quasi subject" is in the accusative.
(3) The subject is determined by its antecedent-which may be linguistic, situational, or merely the topic on which comment is being made. In particular:
(3a) Demonstrative and relative pronouns are subjects (this follows, of course, from what has just been said).
(3b) The subject is indicated by zero anaphora-that is, the subject need not be separately expressed, but the context nevertheless tells us that ψεύστης εστίν means "he is a liar" and not "a liar exists." (3c) The word or word cluster determined by an article is the subject.
(3d) If both words or word clusters are determined by the article, the first one is the subject.
The interesting rule for my purposes is (3c). McGaughy says that after checking every occurrence of εστίν in the NT, he finds that all of them fit under one of these descriptive "rules," except for five exceptions to (3c), viz., John 20:31; 1 John 2:22b; 4:15; 5:1; 5:5c. In each of these instances, a christological statement is being made; and in each instance McGaughy says that the anarthrous "Jesus" is the subject. In an important review, E. Goetchius points out that there are three rather similar constructions in Acts, but all with the infinitive είναι: viz., 5:42; 18:5, 28.
11 Once more the subject is Christology, and the majority of interpreters understand "Jesus" to be the subject.
But Goetchius takes the discussion further. He points out that there is no syntactical or contextual reason for taking any of these eight passages as actual exceptions. Indeed, in Acts 18:5, the RSV has "that the Christ was Jesus," not "that Jesus was the Christ"; the NEB and Rieu, "that the Messiah was Jesus"; and similarly at 18:28. Even at 5:42, the NEB offers as an alternative, in the footnote, "telling the good news that the Messiah was Jesus." Such a rendering of the infinitival construction is also confirmed by the work of H. R. Moeller and A. Kramer, who have treated every instance of a double accusative compounded with an infinitive in order to establish which of the two accusatives serves as the "quasi subject." 12 Moreover, the rendering "that the Messiah is Jesus" makes at least as good sense as "that Jesus is the Messiah" in Acts 5:42, and considerably better sense in Acts 18:5, 28.
That brings us to the five finite verbs, all in the Johannine corpus, that McGaughy judges to be exceptions to his rule and that Goetchius suggests may not be exceptions at all. Four of the five occur in 1 John. Despite recent arguments to the contrary, I remain persuaded that some form of protognostic heresy stands behind that epistle, a heresy that divided "Christ" or "Son of God" from "Jesus." The former may have come to rest for a while on Jesus; but this "Son of God," perhaps conceived as a demiurge, could not actually take on physical form and become the man Jesus. In short, the point being denied, from the perspective of the writer of the epistle, is that the Son of God or the Messiah is Jesus. Therefore, it is entirely understandable if the crucial christological confession, from his point of view, is that the Messiah is Jesus (2:22b; 5:1) or that the Son of God is Jesus (4:15; 5:5c).
That leaves only John 20:31, and there is every syntactical reason for thinking that the crucial clause should be rendered "that you may believe that the Christ, the Son of God, is Jesus." If this conclusion is sound, it means that the writer conceives of his purpose, according to 20:31, less as the answer to the question Who is Jesus? than as the answer to the question Who is the Messiah? Who is the Son of God?
III. Implications and Reflections
To provide a full discussion of the ways in which this vantage might well shape our understanding of passage after passage in the Fourth Gospel would require a book. If done well, such study would result in a sufficiently coherent picture that the interpretation of John 20:31 proposed here would in turn be confirmed. But in the short space allotted this paper, I shall attempt no more than a rather hesitant priming of the pump, in the form of a number of implications and reflections.
( nominative nouns syntactically linked to εστίν. The frequency of the construction and the consistent validity of McGaughey's "rule"-especially so once his own "exceptions" have been judged unnecessary and unlikelysuggest that the syntactical argument cannot be so easily sidestepped.
(10) Perhaps the most difficult question this proposal must confront is what we are to do with John 14-17, which few would judge to be primarily evangelistic. A detailed response would require another essay, but several observations may at least alleviate the difficulty: (a) Few NT documents are more emphatic than John in insisting that genuine faith perseveres to the end: "If you remain in my word, then you are truly my disciples," Jesus insists (8:31). Correspondingly, we must not think of this Gospel as "evangelistic" merely in the sense that it was written to produce superficial professions of faith, but in the sense that it was written to produce converts who grow and persevere and develop as disciples. In that context, John 14-17 seems less out of place, (b) Ostensibly, John 14-17 deals with the dynamics among Jesus, his disciples, and his Father on the night he was betrayed. Before too much skepticism is applied, it is worth noting that at least some of the misunderstandings displayed by the disciples in these chapters are utterly meaningless or historically implausible in any other historical context-as I have tried to show elsewhere. 21 In certain respects, the first disciples' "coming to faith" was unique, for it involved waiting for certain events (especially the cross and the resurrection) to take place before their understanding could become distinctively "Christian." But there was nothing to prevent a gifted evangelist from taking the account of their unique "coming to faith" and shaping it and applying it to his readers, who also needed, in his view, to come to settled convictions on a number of points if they were to be considered "Christians" at all. (c) If someone were to suggest that a simple source-critical solution is preferable, by which all of John 14-17 should be relegated to later strata, or John 20:31 linked with some prototypical "signs gospel" or the like, three notes might afford at least temporary pause: first, I attempted to assess the methodological viability of the source-critical approaches to the Fourth Gospel in an earlier essay and came away dissatisfied; 22 second, these two verses, 20:30-31 are fairly tighdy tied to the preceding narrative by the twin uses of πιστεύω in 20:29, picked up in 20:31, and by the "sign" value of the resurrection itself, picked up in 20:30; and third, now that the new criticism is being applied to John (notably by Culpepper), the problem of identifying aporias and therefore seams and sources is becoming increasingly problematic. 23 24 Protestations by the latter that his work does not call into question the merits of traditional historical and source criticism are in vain; for if apparent aporias are best understood as narrative "analepses" and "prolepses" one cannot find in them an unconscious seam; and if those aporias constitute evidence of a seam, it is futile to speak of the narrative art that justifies the seamlessness of the finished garment. The tensions between these two disparate trends in current biblical study have scarcely been recognized as yet, much less resolved. If integration is possible, it will be nuanced and sophisticated. Until such integration takes place, however, it must be frankly admitted that the standard source theories must be held in abeyance, or at least be recognized as only one possible theory that can explain the data, (d) John 14-17 also provides sanction for the disciples to engage in evangelism. Although such a datum could be of support to Christian readers, it would also prove of evangelistic and apologetic value to non-Christian Jews who might well question by what right Christians were trying to win them to their position, (e) Above all, first-class evangelistic literature will not only tell prospective converts how to become Christians, and why one should become a Christian, but also what being a Christian is like. In that sense, John 14-17 can be read as invaluable to the evangelistic enterprise. In short, there does not appear to be an intolerable objection to the proposal of this paper in the contents of John 14-17.
(11) Barrett has strenuously objected to the view that the Fourth Gospel is a missionary tract for the Judaism of the Diaspora (and again, I include Gentile proselytes to Judaism), largely on the ground that there are Hellenistic and gnostic overtones in this book, as well as Jewish themes. 25 But that is just the point: Diaspora Judaism was nothing if not diverse and frequendy syncretistic. The presence of other overtones is not surprising, especially if John is also concerned with reaching proselytes and God-fearers.
(12) It has been argued on purely experiential grounds that although the Fourth Gospel has often in the history of the church served as an evangelistic tool, it has not less frequently proved of immense succor to ordinary believers who read it and meditate on it; therefore, it is wrong to seek an "either/or"-either a document for some church or an evangelistic writing for outsiders.
But this argument confuses purpose and result. An evangelist recently gave a series of addresses attempting to sweep through the entire Bible in eight or ten sessions, avoiding religious clichés but attempting to communicate with those who profess no ecclesiastical or Christian allegiance. The first address was titled T h e God who does not wipe out rebels"-on creation and the fall; the second was T h e God who writes his own agreements"-on Abraham and the covenant that bears his name. So it went on, right through a number of high points in the Bible's "story" What intrigued him was the number of Christians who expressed gratitude for the fresh way he had "put the Bible together" for them. He had not prepared the series with them in view; but the effectiveness of the series certainly encompassed them. In the same way, the fact that both Christians and non-Christians have found help from the Fourth Gospel is no necessary reflection of the writer's primary aim. Probably almost any fresh and creative articulation of the gospel in a new situation will prove of considerable help to believers, even if they are not primarily the audience for whom the material is prepared. At the end of the day, we are left with John's own statement of his purpose, and with careful evaluation of whether that stated purpose squares with the rest of his book.
IV. Conclusion
Obviously, much more needs to be worked out, pericope by pericope, with this interpretation of John 20:31 in mind. But if the syntactical, thematic, and contextual reasons for this interpretation, lightly marshaled in this paper, can be sustained, then we are going to have to contemplate the possibility that the Fourth Gospel is primarily evangelistic after all. And that in turn may have some further bearing on the confidence with which some reconstructions of the history of the Johannine community are currently being undertaken.
